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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

PEORIA COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

TONY REED, on behalf of himself and all 

others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v.  
 

GREATER PEORIA PHYSICAL MEDICINE 
& REHABILITATION, S.C., d/b/a JOSEPH 
HEALTH GROUP, 
 

Defendant. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Case No. 
 
 
 

 

CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT 

 Plaintiff Tony Reed (“Plaintiff”) brings this action on behalf of himself, and all others 

similarly situated against Defendant Greater Peoria Physical Medicine & Rehabilitation, S.C. d/b/a 

Joseph Health Group (“Joseph Health,” “JHG,” or “Defendant”) pursuant to the Illinois Consumer 

Fraud Act and other violations of Illinois state law to recover damages, equitable relief, attorney’s 

fees, and costs. All allegations made herein are based on Plaintiff’s personal knowledge, the 

investigation of Plaintiff’s Counsel, and, where indicated, upon information and belief. 

INTRODUCTION 

1. Stem cells are often referred to as the body’s “master cells,” and they possess 

important qualities that make them unique among the human body’s cells.1  

2. First, stem cells are able to self-renew and produce more cells like themselves.2  

 
1 Stem Cells: The Body’s Master Cells, MAYO CLINIC, https://www.mayoclinic.org/stem-cells-the-
bodys-master-cells/img-20008569 (last visited March 28, 2025). 
2 Stem Cells: What They Are and What They Do, MAYO CLINIC, https://www.mayoclinic.org/tests-
procedures/bone-marrow-transplant/in-depth/stem-cells/art-20048117 (last visited March 28, 2025). 
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3. Second, stem cells can become other cells that serve different purposes in the body 

through the process of differentiation.3  

4. During differentiation, stem cells can become “brain cells, heart muscle cells, bone 

cells or other cell types.”4  

5. Presently, physicians use stem cells to treat blood cancer and blood disorders.5 

However, “[m]edical researchers are still learning how stem cells work and how stem cell therapies 

can possibly cure diseases.”6 

6. Despite the unique qualities inherent in stem cells, questions cloud their utility as a 

treatment for most symptoms and diseases. Indeed, the Food and Drug Administration (“FDA”) 

has only approved the use of stem cell therapies in limited circumstances to treat disorders that 

affect the production of blood.7  

7. FDA officials have stated that “[p]ublished data derived primarily from small, 

uncontrolled trials plus a few well-controlled, randomized trials have not reliably demonstrated 

the effectiveness of stem-cell treatments even in some of the most systematically studied 

conditions…”8 

8. Sadly, the FDA’s words of warning have not deterred opportunistic firms and 

healthcare providers from hawking stem cell therapy as a miraculous cure-all.9  

 
3 Id. 
4 Id. 
5 Stem Cells, CLEVELAND CLINIC, https://my.clevelandclinic.org/health/body/24892-stem-cells (last 
visited March 28, 2025). 
6 Id. 
7 Consumer Alert on Regenerative Medicine Products Including Stem Cells and Exosomes, 
https://www.fda.gov/vaccines-blood-biologics/consumers-biologics/consumer-alert-regenerative-
medicine-products-including-stem-cells-and-exosomes 
8 Peter W. Marks, et al., Clarifying Stem-Cell Therapy’s Benefits and Risks, 376 NEW ENG. J. MED. 
1007, 1008 (2017). 
9 See U.S. v. Cal. Stem Cell Treatment Ctr., Inc., 2024 WL 4312746 (9th Cir. 2024); U.S. v. U.S. Stem 

Cell Clinic, LLC, 998 F.3d 1302, 1304, 1310 (11th Cir. 2021). 
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9. Unlicensed stem cell centers and other regenerative health providers have sprouted 

across the United States in recent years.10 This “dramatic expansion in the marketplace” for direct-

to-consumer stem cell therapy is driven by multiple factors including profitability, the 

effectiveness of advertising around stem cells, and relatively low barriers to entry.11  

10. To make matters worse, many of these clinics “employ predatory practices by 

targeting patients with chronic or severe conditions that have complex or multifactorial 

etiologies.”12 

11. Recognizing this trend, the FDA published a notice titled “Important Patient and 

Consumer Information About Regenerative Medicine Therapies.”13  

12. The FDA alerted consumers to the rampant fraud and deception in the stem cell and 

regenerative medicine market, stating that “if you are being charged for [regenerative medicine 

and stem cell therapies] or offered these products outside of a clinical trial, you are likely being 

deceived and offered a product illegally.”14  

13. Importantly, because stem cell treatments are not covered by insurance, 

individuals—very frequently seniors on fixed incomes—seeking treatment must pay over tens of 

 
10 Mary Ellen Schneider, In US, Unlicensed Stem Cell Clinic Numbers Keep Climbing, REGULATORY 

FOCUS (Nov. 4, 2021) https://www.raps.org/news-and-articles/news-articles/2021/11/in-us-
unlicensed-stem-cell-clinic-numbers-keep-cli (last visited March 28, 2025). 
11 Id. 
12 Griffin McCutcheon, et al., Stem the Tide of Predatory Stem Cell Clinics: State and FDA 

Coordination to Protect Patients, 17 J. SCI. POL. & GOV. 1 (Sep. 2020), available at: 
https://www.sciencepolicyjournal.org/uploads/5/4/3/4/5434385/mccutcheon_etal_jspg_v17.1.pdf 
(last visited March 28, 2025). 
13 Important Patient and Consumer Information About Regenerative Medicine Therapies, FOOD AND 

DRUG ADMINISTRATION, (Jun. 3, 2021) https://www.fda.gov/vaccines-blood-biologics/consumers-
biologics/important-patient-and-consumer-information-about-regenerative-medicine-therapies (last 
visited March 28, 2025). 
14 Id. 
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thousands of dollars out-of-pocket for their treatments.15 

14. Defendant boldly claims that its “stem cell” and “regenerative” therapies offer a 

unique, non-surgical cure for osteoarthritis, joint pain, and other symptoms caused by common, 

age-related medical conditions.16  

15. Instead of “just masking symptoms,” like the standard non-surgical treatments for 

these conditions, JHG advertised that its therapies could “help rebuild new joint tissue” and repair 

“degenerated tissue.”17  

16. Defendant made these claims despite the FDA’s explicit warnings that such 

treatments are neither approved for treatment of, nor proven to ameliorate such symptoms and 

conditions.18 Defendant made a special effort to target older individuals like Plaintiff with 

advertisements claiming that regenerative therapy was a “fountain of youth” that could repair 

damage in the body connected to a variety of common health problems.  

17. Unfortunately, however, these claims lacked a reasonable and sufficient scientific 

basis and, unbeknownst to Plaintiff and the Class, the stem cell treatments offered did not have 

FDA approval. 

18. Plaintiff brings this action on behalf of himself and all others similarly situated to 

seek redress from the damage inflicted by Defendant’s systematic, deceptive, and fraudulent 

advertising. In addition to monetary relief, Plaintiff seeks injunctive and equitable relief to stop 

Joseph Health’s misleading advertising. 

 
15 See Louis A. Cona, Stem Cell Therapy Cost (2024 Update), DVC STEM (Nov. 24, 2024), 
https://www.dvcstem.com/post/stem-cell-therapy-cost-2020 (last visited March 28, 2025). 
16 https://www.josephhealthgroup.com/totalregen/ 
17 Id. 
18 Consumer Alert on Regenerative Medicine Products Including Stem Cells and Exosomes, FOOD AND 

DRUG ADMINISTRATION (Jul. 22, 2020) https://www.fda.gov/vaccines-blood-biologics/consumers-
biologics/consumer-alert-regenerative-medicine-products-including-stem-cells-and-exosomes 
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PARTIES 

19. Plaintiff Tony Reed is an individual and resides in Peoria County, Illinois. 

20. Defendant Joseph Health is a corporation organized under the laws of Illinois with 

its principal place of business at 5001 N. University Street, Peoria, Illinois 61614. 

JURISDICTION & VENUE 

21. This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction over this putative class action lawsuit 

because this action arises under Illinois law. 

22. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Joseph Health pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-

209 because Joseph Health is a corporation organized under the laws of Illinois and because Joseph 

Health does business within this State. 

23. Venue is proper in this Court under 735 ILCS 5/2-101 because Plaintiff’s claims 

arise out of a transaction occurring in Peoria County. Venue is also proper in this Court because 

Defendant regularly conducts business in Peoria County and is a resident of Peoria County. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. The Origins of Stem Cell Treatments 

24. Cells with the capacity to both self-renew and give rise to differentiated cells are 

commonly referred to as “stem cells.”19 The scientific literature contains references to stem cells 

as far back as 1868.20  

25. Stem cells can be divided into two main categories: pluripotent and somatic, or 

“adult” stem cells. 

 
19 Ramalho-Santos, Miguel; Willenbring, Holger (June 2007). “On the Origin of the Term ‘Stem 
Cell.’” Cell Stem Cell. 1 (1): 35–38. doi:10.1016/j.stem.2007.05.013. PMID 18371332. 
20 Id. 
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26. Pluripotent cells are undifferentiated, meaning that they have not yet evolved and 

developed tissue-specific characteristics that allow them to perform specialized functions in the 

body.21 Because of this lack of development, pluripotent cells have the ability to develop into many 

kinds of cells, such as heart muscle cells, blood cells, and nerve cells.22 Embryonic cells—those 

present in mammals at the blastocyst stage—are a common type of pluripotent stem cell. 

27. The ability to self-renew and proliferate gives stem cells unique promise in the field 

of regenerative medicine. In certain circumstances, physicians can marshal stem cells into 

becoming specific types of cells that can be used to regenerate and repair tissues that have been 

damaged or eroded by disease.23 

28. Adult stem cells, on the other hand, have a limited scope of differentiation. Because 

of this limited scope, adult stem cells are multipotent. This means that they can only become any 

type of cell that already exists in the tissue or organ in which the adult stem cells reside.24 

Nevertheless, these adult stem cells serve an important function by replacing cells that are lost in 

the tissue over time.25 

29. In the mid-twentieth century, physicians performed the first medical procedures 

involving the transplantation of stem cells.26 These inaugural procedures involved blood 

transfusion and bone marrow transplantation aimed at restoring blood cell production in 

individuals affected by nuclear radiation.27 The success of some of these treatments prompted a 

 
21 https://stemcells.nih.gov/info/basics/stc-
basics#:~:text=There%20are%20several%20main%20categories,cells%20of%20the%20adult%20bo
dy. 
22 Id. 
23 Stem Cells: What They Are and What They Do, MAYO CLINIC, https://www.mayoclinic.org/tests-
procedures/bone-marrow-transplant/in-depth/stem-cells/art-20048117 (last visited March 28, 2025). 
24 https://stemcell.nd.edu/research/alternative-stem-cell-sources/adult-stem-cells/ 
25 Id. 
26 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41392-022-01134-4 
27 https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC5040947/#sec1_2 
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great deal of interest in stem cells and scientists began to study the feasibility of their use in other 

procedures. 

B. Stem Cell Treatments’ Efficacy and Approval 

30. Despite a considerable amount of hype and some promising indications from early 

research, regenerative therapies using stem cells have only been FDA-approved in specific 

circumstances.28  

31. Specifically, the FDA has warned consumers that “the only stem cell products that 

are FDA-approved for use in the United States consist of blood-forming stem cells (also known as 

hematopoietic progenitor cells) that are derived from umbilical cord blood.”29  

32. Further, these specific stem cells are only approved “for use in patients with 

disorders that affect the production of blood” and “are not approved for other uses.”30 

33. Accordingly, a stem cell treatment is non-FDA approved and, consequently, 

experimental if either: a) it uses stem cell products that are not derived from umbilical cord blood, 

or b) seeks to treat a disorder that does not affect the production of blood. 

34. One of the most common experimental stem cell treatments aims to retard or 

reverse the effects of osteoarthritis in the knee.31 However, the scientific literature does not provide 

“clear data supporting regenerative approaches as a new standard of care” for the treatment of 

osteoarthritic knees.32  

 
28 Important Patient and Consumer Information About Regenerative Medicine Therapies, FOOD 
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION (Jul. 22, 2020) https://www.fda.gov/vaccines-blood-
biologics/consumers-biologics/consumer-alert-regenerative-medicine-products-including-stem-cells-
and-exosomes 
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
31 Paul Knoepfler, Stem Cell Therapy for Knees 2025: Fact-Check, Costs, Risks, THE NICHE (Jan. 2, 
2025) (https://ipscell.com/2025/01/stem-cell-therapy-for-knees-2025-fact-check-costs-risks/) 
32 Id. 
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35. Indeed, there is no conclusive evidence that stem cell treatments for knee 

osteoarthritis prove any more effective than the other non-surgical options on offer. A clinical trial 

performed by the Mayo Clinic observed no significant difference in reduced pain experienced by 

osteoarthritic patients who received a saline injection and those who received stem cell 

injections.33  

36. Although both saline injections and stem cell injections produced similar results, 

the study did not provide any evidence of long-term improvement. Further research is needed to 

determine whether stem cell injections result in any enduring improvement.  

37. Paul Knoepfler, a stem-cell expert at the University of California, Davis School of 

Medicine has stated that “[t]he best-case scenario [he has] heard is that stem cell injections seem 

to help [patients’] knees for a few months…[a]nd then they are right back where they started—but 

out $5,000, $10,000, or even $20,000 and still needing joint replacement.”34  

38. Another study performed at Duke University examined the administration of 

mesenchymal stem cell (“MSCs”) injections to patients suffering from knee osteoarthritis.35 Much 

like the trial performed by the Mayo Clinic, the Duke Study did not indicate any additional benefits 

of stem cell injections when compared to a traditional treatment for knee osteoarthritis—here, 

injected corticosteroids.36 Although this study demonstrated the relative safety of stem cell 

injections—no severe adverse events were reported in patients who received MSC injections—it 

belied the notion that stem cell injections promise a more effective course of treatment than other 

non-surgical approaches. 

 
33 https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0363546516662455 
34 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/newsletters/2024-01-21/can-stem-cells-improve-knee-pain-or-
are-they-a-waste-of-money 
35 https://www.nature.com/articles/s41591-023-02632-w.pdf 
36 Id. 
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39. These studies reflect the scientific consensus with respect to non-FDA approved 

stem cell treatments for knee osteoarthritis: they do not provide the “miraculous” cure-all that 

Defendant represents, they do not result in the regeneration of cartilage, and they offer no 

additional benefits when compared to the standard course of care.37  

C. The Proliferation of “Providers” 

40. Despite a lack of FDA-approval and the dearth of scientific support, a host of 

regenerative medicine clinics and providers have sprouted across the United States and the world.38 

From 2016 to 2024, the number of companies that provide services for regenerative medicine, 

including stem cell therapies, has increased globally from 772 to over 1,550.39  

41. These companies compete in a lucrative market that reached a valuation of $297 

billion in 2022.40  

42. In their haste to capture a slice of this booming market, some providers “promote 

unproven and expensive treatments” by “making unsubstantiated claims.”41 These claims mislead 

patients by portraying an overly rosy picture of stem cell treatments “without providing a fair 

balance of the risks, benefits, and limitations.”42  

43. Commentators have noted the “urgent need to raise awareness of discrepancies 

between what is being marketed and offered to patients and the clinical evidence and regulatory 

landscape for stem cell therapies.”43 

 
37 https://www.josephhealthgroup.com/joint-care/ (stating that “[e]veryone has heard of the 
advancement of the human cellular tissue product and its miraculous benefits.”). 
38 https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC11092897/pdf/ijmcm-12-310.pdf 
39 Id. 
40 Id. 
41 https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC7002842/pdf/BJJ-102B-148.pdf 
42 Id. 
43 Id. 
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44. These providers often obfuscate the fact that the stem cell therapies offered are 

neither FDA-approved nor backed by sufficient scientific evidence. Instead, these providers use 

testimonials from former patients whose stories cannot be verified.44 Another common tactic is to 

tout celebrity endorsements of stem cell treatments in an effort to create a veneer of legitimacy and 

obscure the experimental nature of most treatments.45 

45. Unscrupulous providers often target patients who are desperate to avoid the risks 

of joint replacement surgery or a similarly invasive procedure. In the midst of this understandable 

anxiety, stem cell providers purport to offer a silver bullet via unproven, expensive stem cell 

treatments that are neither covered by insurance plans nor documented to have any significant 

advantages over other non-surgical treatments.46 To make matters worse, many of the individuals 

targeted by these providers are elderly and especially financially vulnerable.  

D. Joseph Health’s Business 

46. Joseph Health offers various healthcare services including pain management, 

chiropractic treatments, and treatment for type II diabetes.47 In addition to these treatments, Joseph 

Health offers “regenerative medicine” including stem cell injections to treat various conditions.48 

47. Defendant heavily markets the “miraculous benefits” of its regenerative 

treatments.49 Indeed, Joseph Health touts regenerative medicine as an effective treatment for an 

apparently endless range of conditions and ailments, including osteoarthritis.50  

 
44 https://theconversation.com/stem-cell-therapies-why-theyre-expensive-unproven-and-often-
dangerous-206548 
45 https://ipscell.com/2023/01/desperately-seeking-stem-cells-celeb-quests-for-elixirs-mislead/ 
46 https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC7002842/pdf/BJJ-102B-148.pdf 
47 https://www.josephhealthgroup.com/ 
48 https://www.josephhealthgroup.com/joint-care/ 
49 Id. 
50 Id. 
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48. A key aspect of Defendant’s marketing strategy is the portrayal of its stem cell 

treatments as a permanent alternative to surgery.51 Defendant’s website urges those suffering from 

joint pain to avoid “resorting to taking drugs or having a risky surgery” and, instead, to “get relief 

at Joseph Health Group.”52 

 

(Fig. 1) 

49. Defendant’s website advertises that its “Platelet-rich plasma (PRP) and stem cell-

based therapies not only alleviate pain but repair damaged tissue” and “allow your body to heal 

itself.”53  

50. Defendant even goes so far as to claim that its stem cell therapies can “end pain and 

reverse the effects of chronic disease.”54 

 
51 See https://www.instagram.com/p/Crdjky8us5Z/ (April 23, 2023) (last visited May 12, 2025). 
52 See Fig. 1. 
53 Id. 
54 Id. 
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E. Plaintiff’s Experience 

51. Plaintiff Reed is an Illinois resident who, at the time he received treatment from 

Defendant, was fifty-nine years of age. Defendant continues to pay on the loan he took out at the 

behest of Defendant.  

52. Plaintiff began to experience joint pain in both of his knees and one of his ankles. 

This pain increased gradually to the point that Plaintiff considered surgical joint replacement for 

his knees and ankles. 

53. Prior to making contact with Defendant, Plaintiff heard Defendant’s radio 

advertisements and visited Defendant’s website.  

54. Wary of the costs and risks concomitant with surgery, Plaintiff was particularly 

intrigued by Defendant’s claim to offer a non-invasive alternative to surgery that, unlike other 

treatments such as cortisone injections, would provide a permanent solution to Plaintiff’s joint pain 

and reverse the effects of osteoarthritis. 

55. In listening to Defendant’s radio advertisements and perusing Defendant’s website, 

Plaintiff came across no information disclosing that Defendant’s stem cell treatments were not 

approved by the Food & Drug Administration (“FDA”) or that such treatments have not been 

scientifically proven to provide a greater or more lasting benefit than conventional treatments like 

cortisone injections. Defendant does not make such disclosures. 

56. After contacting Defendant, Plaintiff was offered a free, in-person consultation to 

discuss his condition and his eligibility for stem cell therapy. 

57. Plaintiff attended this consultation on May 8, 2023.  

58. Initially, this consultation involved Plaintiff’s speaking with Dan Joseph, a 

chiropractor and the founder of Joseph Health. During this meeting, Plaintiff informed Mr. Joseph 
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of his knee and ankle pain. Mr. Joseph took preliminary X-rays of Plaintiff’s knees and informed 

Plaintiff that he was eligible for stem cell therapy in both knees as well as his ankle. 

59. During the initial consultation, Mr. Joseph played a video portraying an interview 

of the “Joe Rogan Experience” in which the eponymous host discussed stem cell treatments with 

actor Mel Gibson.55 In the video, Gibson states that his elderly father received umbilical cord stem 

cell injections intravenously and in his hip. Subsequently, Gibson recounted his father’s various 

maladies which were miraculously “cured” by these treatments. Mr. Joseph and Defendant used 

this video to tout the alleged benefits and uses of stem cell treatments like those offered at 

Defendant’s clinic. 

60. Upon information and belief, it is Defendant’s common policy and practice to show 

this video to prospective patients and endorse its claims during their initial consultation. 

61. Mr. Joseph explained that Defendant’s stem cell treatment would “build cartilage 

and take the place of cartilage that has been destroyed.” 

62. After Plaintiff had seen the video and Mr. Joseph’s presentation, he signed up for 

umbilical cord stem cell injections in his knees and ankle. Although Plaintiff could not afford the 

$29,900 sticker price for these treatments, Defendant promptly directed him to a financing plan 

whereby he could receive a loan to cover the balance. Plaintiff also signed this loan agreement 

during the initial consultation. Ultimately, Plaintiff financed $23,820 at 6.82% interest, which he 

continues to pay.  

63. After receiving these injections, Plaintiff returned to JHG’s clinic on twelve 

occasions for follow-up appointments. However, at the conclusion of this course of treatment, 

 
55 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uUCJo1j0S9s.  
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Plaintiff had not experienced any relief from his knee or ankle pain, let alone the “miraculous” 

results Defendant touted. 

64. Indeed, after finishing his course of treatment with Defendant, Plaintiff consulted 

an Orthopedist who performed advanced imaging of Plaintiff’s knees on August 15, 2024 

(approximately 15 months after the stem cell injection) and found that there was no cartilage at all. 

CLASS ACTION ALLEGATIONS 

65. Plaintiff brings this action individually and on behalf of the following Class: 

All patients residing in the United States who purchased stem cell injections from 
Defendant in the five years preceding the filing of this Complaint up through the 
date of notice (the “Class Period”). 
 

66. As part of the Class, Plaintiff also brings this action individually on behalf of an 

“Elder Abuse Sub-Class” defined as:  

All members of the Class who were sixty (60) years of age or older during their 
time of consultation, treatment, or payment for stem cell injections.  
 
67. Excluded from the Class are counsel for any Party, Defendant, any entities in which 

Defendant has a controlling interest, any judge to whom this action is assigned, and any member 

of such judge’s staff and immediate family. 

68. The Class defined above is identifiable through Defendant’s business records. 

Numerosity (735 ILCS 5/2-801(1)): 

69. Upon information and belief, there are more than 100 potential members of the 

Class. 

70. Individual joinder of such potential members is impracticable. 

71. Plaintiff is a member of the Class. 
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Commonality & Predominance (735 ILCS 5/2-801(2)): 

72. There are questions of law and fact common to Plaintiff and the proposed Class, 

including but not limited to the following: 

a. Whether Defendant marketed stem cell therapies as a superior alternative to 
traditional, FDA-approved treatments; 
 

b. Whether Defendant’s marketing of stem cell therapies was false, deceptive, and/or 
misleading to reasonable patients; 

 

c. Whether Defendant failed to timely and adequately disclose that the stem cell 
treatments it offered were neither authorized nor approved by the FDA; 
 

d. Whether Defendant’s failure to disclose that the stem cell treatments it offered were 
not FDA-approved was unfair, deceptive, and/or misleading; 
 

e. Whether Defendant was unjustly enriched by the sale of stem cell therapies; 
 

f. Whether Defendant knowingly misled patients into purchasing unproven and 
unapproved stem-cell therapies; 
 

g. Whether Defendant violated the Illinois Consumer Fraud Act (“ICFA”) by selling 
stem cell treatments with false, misleading, and deceptive representations and 
omissions; 
 

h. Whether members of the proposed Class have suffered damages and, if so, the 
proper measure of such damages. 

 

73. Common questions of law and fact, including the foregoing, predominate over 

questions affecting only individual members of the Class, and the class action device is the superior 

method for fair and efficient adjudication of this controversy. 

74. Plaintiff’s claims are typical of the claims of members of the Class, in that they are 

based on the same conduct and practices of the Defendant, pursue the same legal theories, and 

involve the same central issues of liability. 
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Adequacy (735 ILCS 5/2-801(3)): 

75. Plaintiff is an adequate representative of the Class because his interests do not 

conflict with the interests of the Class, he will fairly and adequately protect the interests of the 

Class, and he is represented by counsel that is skilled and experienced in class action litigation. 

Appropriateness (735 ILCS 5/2-801(4)): 

76. The likelihood that individual members of the Class will prosecute separate actions 

is remote due to the time and expense necessary to prosecute an individual case. 

77. Plaintiff is not aware of any litigation concerning this controversy already 

commenced by others who meet the criteria for class membership described above. 

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of the Illinois Consumer Fraud and Deceptive Business Practices Act (“ICFA”) 

(815 ILCS 505, et seq.) 

(On behalf of Plaintiff and the Class) 

 

78. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges the allegations of the preceding paragraphs as if fully 

set forth herein. 

79. Defendant advertised its stem cell treatments, which were not FDA-approved for 

the treatment of osteoarthritis, as an effective and superior course of treatment to standard, FDA-

approved treatments. 

80. Further, Defendant represented that its stem cell treatments had the ability to 

reverse the effects of osteoarthritis by repairing damaged tissue. 

81. Defendant made these representations despite a lack of sufficient scientific 

evidence to justify its claims. 

82. These representations occurred on Defendant’s website, 

www.josephhealthgroup.com, on the radio, and in print. 
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83. In none of its representations or advertisements did Defendant make a clear and 

conspicuous disclosure of the fact that its stem cell therapies were not FDA-approved for the 

treatment of osteoarthritis. 

84. Defendant chose to omit this crucial fact from its advertisements with the 

expectation that such omission would induce individuals like Plaintiff to purchase the expensive 

stem cell treatments on offer. 

85. As a direct and proximate result of Defendant’s misrepresentations and omissions, 

Plaintiff and Class Members were injured and suffered damages. 

86. Plaintiff and Class Members seek all monetary and non-monetary relief allowed by 

law, including actual damages, punitive damages, injunctive relief, reasonable attorney’s fees, 

litigation expenses and costs of suit, and such other relief as the Court deems proper. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of the proposed Class, respectfully 

requests that this Court enter an Order:  

a. Certifying the Class as defined above, appointing Plaintiff as class representative 

and the undersigned as class counsel; 

b. Declaring that Defendant’s actions, as set forth herein, violate 815 ILCS 505, et 

seq; 

c. For an order finding in favor of Plaintiff and the Class on this First Claim for Relief; 

d. For compensatory and statutory damages in amounts to be determined by the Court 

and/or jury; 

e. For prejudgment interest on all amounts awarded; 

f. For an order of restitution and all other forms of equitable monetary relief; 
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g. For an order awarding Plaintiff and the Class their reasonable attorney’s fees, 

expenses, and costs of suit; and 

h. Such other relief the Court may deem just and proper. 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Violation of Financial Exploitation of an Elderly Person or a Person with a Disability 

720 ILCS 5/17-56 

(On behalf of Plaintiff and the Class) 

 
87. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges the allegations of the preceding paragraphs as if fully 

set forth herein. 

88. During the course of his treatment and/or payment for services, Plaintiff was 60 

years of age or older, which categorizes him as an elder for purposes of 720 ILCS 5/17-56, which 

states, “‘[e]lderly person’ means a person 60 years of age or older.” 

89. Defendant stood “in a position of trust or confidence to” Plaintiff, as Defendant was 

seen as a medical professional. 720 ILCS 5/17-56.  

90. Defendant “misrepresent[ed] or conceal[ed] a material fact relating to the terms of 

a contract or agreement entered into with the elderly person” in that Defendant misrepresented the 

efficacy of the stem cell treatment in order to “induce, encourage or solicit the elderly person […] 

to enter into a contract or agreement.” Id. Defendant is liable to Plaintiff for violation of 720 ILCS 

5/17-56, and as such, if a civil judgment is entered against Defendant “for financial exploitation 

of an elderly person,” Defendant “shall be liable to the victim […] in damages of treble the amount 

of the value of the property obtained, plus reasonable attorney fees and court costs.” Id. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of the proposed Class, respectfully 

requests that this Court enter an Order:  

a. Certifying the Class as defined above, appointing Plaintiff as class representative 

and the undersigned as class counsel; 
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b. Declaring that Defendant’s actions, as set forth herein, violate 720 ILCS 5/17-56; 

c. For an order finding in favor of Plaintiff and the Class on this Second Claim for 

Relief; 

d. For compensatory and statutory damages in amounts to be determined by the Court 

and/or jury; 

e. For prejudgment interest on all amounts awarded; 

f. For an order of restitution and all other forms of equitable monetary relief; 

g. For an order awarding Plaintiff and the Class their reasonable attorney’s fees, 

expenses, and costs of suit; and 

h. Such other relief the Court may deem just and proper. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

Unjust Enrichment 

(On behalf of Plaintiff and the Class) 

 

91. Plaintiff repeats and re-alleges the allegations of the preceding paragraphs as if fully 

set forth herein. 

92. Plaintiff and Class Members conferred benefits upon Defendant by purchasing its 

stem cell treatments. 

93. Defendant had knowledge of such benefit. And Defendant appreciated the benefit 

because, were patients like Plaintiff and Class Members not to purchase its stem cell treatments, 

Defendant would not generate revenue from the sale of the stem cell treatments. 

94. Defendant’s acceptance and retention of the benefit is inequitable and unjust 

because the benefit was obtained by Defendant’s fraudulent and misleading representations and 

omissions. 
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95. Plaintiff and Class Members seek return of all monies Defendant acquired by way 

of its unlawful conduct. 

96. Therefore, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, individually and on behalf of the proposed Class, respectfully 

requests that this Court enter an Order: 

a. Certifying the Class as defined above, appointing Plaintiff as class representative 

and the undersigned as class counsel; 

b. Declaring that Defendant’s actions, as set forth herein, unjustly enriched Defendant; 

c. For an order finding in favor of Plaintiff and the Class on this Third Claim for 

Relief; 

d. For prejudgment interest on all amounts awarded; 

e. For an order of restitution and all other forms of equitable monetary relief; 

f. For an order awarding Plaintiff and the Class their costs of suit; and 

g. Such other relief the Court may deem just and proper. 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable. 

Dated: October 3, 2025    By: /s/ Brandon M. Wise   

       Brandon M. Wise - IL Bar # 6319580 
       Domenica M. Russo – IL Bar #6345238 
       PEIFFER WOLF CARR  

       KANE CONWAY & WISE, LLP 

       One US Bank Plaza, Suite 1950 
       St. Louis, MO 63101 
       Ph: 314-833-4825 
       bwise@peifferwolf.com 
       drusso@peifferwolf.com 

 
Clint Watson – IL Bar #6334209 
THE LYON FIRM        
2754 Erie Ave.         
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Cincinnati, Ohio  
Ph: 513-381-2333 
cwatson@thelyonfirm.com 

 
Counsel for Plaintiff, the Class,  

and all Subclasses 

 


